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ABSTRACT

CONCEPTIONS OF MODERNITY IN SECURITY STUDIES: THE

STUDY OF SECURITY IN THE GLOBAL SOUTH

Dikmen Alsancak, Neslihan
Ph.D., Department of International Relations

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Hatice Pinar Bilgin

July 2019

Security Studies has portrayed states in the Global South as a threat to international
security and overlooked insecurities experienced by people and social groups in the
Global South. In security studies, security in the Global South has been explained in
terms of incompleteness of states in the Global South. The dissertation questions how
it is possible that security studies has accounted for security in the Global South in
terms of a lack. The argument of dissertation is that the study of security in the Global
South is related to the conception of modernity shaping security studies, which locates
the Global South outside of world politics. This dissertation builds its argument in
four steps. First, it identifies three dimensions of modernity, namely, time, ontology
and sociality of world politics. These dimensions help to unpack conceptions of
modernity in security studies, which vary across these three dimensions. Second, the

dissertation unpacks conception of modernity shaping realist approaches to security

iii



and Third World security scholars’ analyses in order to examine their respective
understandings of the relationship between the Global North and the Global South in
security relations. Third, it asks how those, who are critical of these approaches,
namely, critical and postcolonial approaches to security have understood the
relationship. Fourth, the dissertation shows its argument by illustrating from studies

on nuclear non-proliferation in the Global South.

Keywords: Global South, Modernity, Security Studies, Third World, World Politics
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OZET

GUVENLIK CALISMALARINDA MODERNITE KAVRAYISLARI:

KURESEL GUNEY’DE GUVENLIGIN CALISILMASI

Dikmen Alsancak, Neslihan
Doktora, Uluslararas: iliskiler Boliimii

Danigsman: Prof. Dr. Hatice Pinar Bilgin

Temmuz 2019

Giivenlik ¢aligmalar1 Kiiresel Giiney’deki devletleri uluslararasi giivenlige tehdit
olarak gormekte ve Kiiresel Giiney’deki insanlarin ve toplumsal gruplarin
deneyimledikleri glivenliksizlikleri goz ard1 etmektedir. Giivenlik ¢aligmalari, Kiiresel
Gliney’de giivenligi Kiiresel Giiney’deki devletlerin eksikligi izerinden agiklar. Bu
tez, giivenlik ¢caligmalarinda Kiiresel Giiney’in giivenliginin bir eksiklik lizerinden
aciklanmasinin nasil miimkiin oldugunu sormaktadir. Tez, Kiiresel Giiney’de
giivenligin ¢alisilmasinin, glivenlik ¢alismalarinin Kiiresel Giiney’i diinya siyaseti
disinda birakan bir modernite anlayisi {izerinden sekillenmesi ile ilgili oldugunu
savunmaktadir. Tez argiimanini dort asamada kurar. ilk olarak bu tez modernitenin ii¢
boyutu olarak diinya siyasetinin zamani, ontolojisi ve sosyalligini tanimlar. Bu ii¢
boyut, giivenlik kuramlarinda birbirinden bu boyutlar iizerinden farklilasan modernite
anlayislarmi ortaya ¢ikartmak igin kullamlacaktir. Ikinci olarak, tez, diinya

siyasetinde Kiiresel Kuzey ve Kiiresel Gliney arasindaki giivenlik iligkilerini nasil



gordiiklerini tartismak icin, sirasiyla realist yaklasimlarinin ve Uciincii Diinya
giivenlik akademisyenlerinin giivenlik analizlerinin modernite anlayislarini ortaya
koyacaktir. Ugiincii olarak, tezde bu yaklasimlari elestiren elestirel ve postkolonyal
giivenlik yaklagimlarimin bu iligskiyi nasil anladiklar1 sorulacaktir. Doérdiincii olarak,
tez argiimaninmi Kiiresel Giiney’de niikleer silahsizlanma ¢alismalar1 6rnegi iizerinden

gosterecektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Diinya Siyaseti, Giivenlik Calismalari, Kiiresel Giiney,

Modernite, Ugiincii Diinya
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In literature on security, security in the Third World* get studied in particular ways.
Third World security scholars?, who are critical of security studies, argued that
security in the Third World has focused on insecurities as experienced by the great
powers. The Third World only appears within the analysis of great powers as the
Third World states were appeared as “the junior partners in the power game” if they
were taken into consideration, otherwise, as Korany noted, “they are ‘trouble-
makers’, thriving on ‘nuisance power’, fit for the exercise of techniques of ‘counter-
insurgency” (Korany, 1986: 549). As an illustration, the analysis of the Cuban
missiles crisis as an over-researched conflict in Security Studies, said it about the
Soviet-American relations or deterrence theory rather than its Cuban element.
Security Studies has portrayed states in the Global South as a threat to international
security and overlooked insecurities experienced by people and social groups in the

Global South.

! The terms ‘Third World’ and ‘Global South’ are contested in IR as well as in Security Studies. Some
scholars use these terms interchangeably (Barkawi & Laffey, 2006; Bilgin, 2017). Throughout the
dissertation, I use the term ‘Global South’ in my analyses of the study of security in the Global South,
except my analysis of Third World security scholars. I use the term “Third World” in my analyses of
the latter.

2 Third World security scholarship is self-identified as such defined in terms of those scholars who
pointed to the limitation of the realist approaches in studying security in the Third World (Bilgin,
Booth & Wyn Jones, 1998; Bilgin, 2005; Bilgin, 2017).



In security studies, there is the tendency to read history of the Global South in terms of
a lack. It may be about ‘nuclear proliferation’, or ‘state failure’ through which security
in the Global South has been explained in terms of an incompleteness of states in the
Global South that translates into inadequacy of its agency. Thus, states in the Global
South have not enjoyed privilege of providing narratives of world politics and
security, because understanding of world politics in security studies has not identified
the states in the Global South inside of world politics. Thus, the problem of its
incompleteness is not about the Global South, but understanding of world politics in
security studies. The dissertation questions how it is possible that security studies has
accounted for security in the Global South in terms of a lack. The argument of
dissertation is that the study of security in the Global South is related to the conception
of modernity shaping security studies, which locates the Global South outside of world

politics.

The dissertation addresses this question by looking at the conception of modernity
shaping security studies. This dissertation builds its argument in four steps. First, it
develops three dimensions of modernity, namely, time, ontology and sociality of world
politics. It shows how different IR theories operate with different conceptions of
modernity, thus understand the relationship between world politics and the Global
South. Understandings of time, ontology, and sociality of world politics vary across
these three dimensions. Second, the dissertation highlights the conception of
modernity shaping realist approaches to security studies, as realist approaches are the
main target of Third World security scholars in their analyses of limitations of security
studies. The dissertation then asks whether Third World security scholars have

addressed the limitations that they have highlighted in their critiques of realist



approaches and in what terms. Third, the dissertation looks at conceptions of
modernity shaping critical approaches® and postcolonial approaches to security, and
the ways of studying security in the Global South. Fourth, the dissertation illustrates
its argument by elaborating on studies on nuclear non-proliferation in the Global

South.

The following section introduces the key themes of this dissertation. These are
namely, modernity as constitutive of IR; three dimensions of modernity; security as
social construction; and the Global South. These themes are central to building the

argument of the dissertation.

1.1.  Four Key Themes

1.1.1. Modernity as Constitutive of IR

Following Walker (1993), theories of international relations shape our “assumptions
about the ‘realities’ of modern political life,” defining the contours of what is (not)
possible (Walker, 1993: foreword). This means that concepts and theories of IR shape
a particular political imagination, and therefore draw the boundaries of our
imagination and understanding world politics. In IR, understandings of world politics
have been characterized by a particular conception of modernity that has naturalized
what it means to be modern (Halperin, 2006). This particular conception of modernity

has been drawn from experiences of Western Europe and North America. The

3 Critical Security Studies here refers to a collection of critical approaches to security, three European
schools. In C.A.S.E. collective (2006), three are identified, namely, the Aberystwyth school, the
Copenhagen school and the Paris School.



dissertation argues that this particular conception of modernity has been constitutive of
security studies. This particular conception of modern has shaped the imagination and
understanding of modern world politics in a way that defines the Global South distinct
from its connections with the Global North. Thus, this particular conception has
overlooked the historical connections between the Global North and Global South

from shaping what counts as world politics as well as security and what doesn’t.

Following Halperin, concepts and “theories about the structures, processes, and events
that define and recur within the international realm” are based, to a large extent on
myths of modernity (Halperin, 2006: 43). One of these myths, Halperin argues, is ‘the
rise of Europe,’ through which it is Europe’s representation of itself and its definition
of the modern world that the system rests on. For example, “the term ‘European
Revolutions’ was used to describe processes of change that were not really European,
sudden or explosive or really discontinuous with the past” (Halperin, 2006: 50).
Contra the myths of modernity, these processes are connected between past and

present of world politics, the Global North and the Global South.

The ways through which IR scholars understand modern world politics are shaped by
their understandings of modernity as abstractions from historical connections between
the Global North and the Global South. This is connection to those approaches that
understand modernity with “multiple beginnings” (Said, 1985), “connected histories”
(Subrahmanyam, 1997; Bhambra, 2007), “connected sociologies” (Bhambra, 2014) or
intertwined histories of social, political and international thought between the Global
North and the Global South (Buck-Morss, 2009; Shilliam, 2011). For latter

understanding, there is “the constitutive relation between ‘Europe’ and ‘non-



Europeans,’ ” and the beginnings of ideas and institutions of humankind are located
within that co-constitutive relationship (Bilgin, 2017: 29). Locating ‘beginnings’
rather than ‘origins’ of modern ideas and institutions has led to rethinking modernity
with reference to historical connections. The idea that there are not any ‘origins’ of
ideas and institutions means that the point of consideration is not whether they have
‘Western’ or ‘non-Western’ origins, but they are mutually constitutive in world
politics (Bilgin, 2017). Here, it is not a problematization of universality, but thinking
about that it has an origin in world politics. Studying modernity in terms of historical
connections between the Global North and the Global South has three ramifications

for studying world politics and security.

First, starting with ‘beginnings’ of the ideas, practices and institutions in histories in
world politics allows us to see their mutually constitutive relationship in connected
histories. Thus, these ideas and institutions in world politics are not originated from a
one place or history in world politics, but they are developed by intertwined (or
connected) histories of modern world politics. Second, these connected histories
between the Global North and the Global South always include questions, negotiations
and contestations about world politics since there is always encounter between the
Global North and the Global South. Third, these ideas and institutions that have been
developed to answer these questions have been re-shaped through connections and
have led to the emergence of new ‘beginnings’ in world politics. Following studies of
postcolonial insights to world politics and IR, this dissertation shows how the
conception of modernity that has prevailed in security studies has failed to account for

historical connections between the Global North and the Global South.



1.1.2. Three Dimensions of Modernity

Three dimensions* of modernity are time, ontology, and sociality of world politics. In
the literature, previous discussions on conceptions of modernity have focused
primarily on temporality and ontology of world politics (see, for example Walker,
1993; Halperin, 2006). Scholars with postcolonial insights to world politics have
recently brought sociality of world politics as a dimension of modernity (Barkawi &
Stanski, 2012; Jabri, 2013; Bilgin, 2017). Accordingly, IR literature has not yet
discussed how all these three work together to shape understandings of world politics
in IR. The dissertation shows how these three dimensions work together in identifying
the relationship between the Global North and the Global South in IR. It defines three

dimensions of modernity using the literature on postcolonial insights to world politics.

First, time of world politics, here, refers to IR theories’ understanding of when world
politics takes place. There are two understandings of time in IR theories, in singular
terms and not in singular terms. Understanding the time of world politics in singular
terms means that most of IR literature read narratives of world politics with an
understanding of time of world politics in singular terms originated from one place or
history in world politics. Postcolonial approaches to IR, however, argue that time of
world politics is not singular but always multiply with the colonial histories in the
Global South. Thus, this latter understanding also helps to see connections between

histories in world politics as coeval and equal (Fabian, 1983).

4 For unpacking conceptions of modernity, I use ‘dimensions’ of conceptions of modernity. I call them
dimensions drawn from Hobson’s work (2012). Hobson unpacks variants of Orientalism/Eurocentrism
in international theory by identifying four dimensions, these are “the particularity of the standard of
civilisation deployed, the degree of agency it ascribes to East and West, its position with respect to
imperialism or anti-imperialism, and its particular sensibility”(Hobson, 2012: 3) These dimensions help
Hobson “to reveal the specific meta-narrative that underpins each international theory”’(Hobson, 2012:
3).



Second, ontology of world politics refers to IR theories’ understandings of what world
politics is. There are four understandings, these are understandings ontology of world
politics in terms of a binary between domestic hierarchy and international anarchy, in
terms of dialectical, differance, and dialogical. Understanding the ontology of world
politics in terms of a binary between the domestic hierarchy and international anarchy
means that while domestic hierarchy characterizes inside the state, international
anarchy characterizes outside the state, and these two realms are pre-given and
mutually exclusive. Understanding the ontology of world politics in terms of
dialectical means that there is always a (re)-construction of the state as the political.
Understanding ontology of world politics in terms of differance means that there is re-
constitution of state as the sovereign, but it is not be decidable, rather continuation of
politics depends on continuous questioning of the political in itself, rather than for
decisions about what the political is. Last, understanding ontology of world politics in
terms of dialogical means there is always re-construction of the political for the
discovery of other that may be in form of contestation, negotiations or negation of

world politics.

Third, sociality of world politics refers to IR theories’ understandings of how world
politics takes shape. In IR, there are two kinds of sociality in world politics, namely,
causality and constitution. Understanding sociality of world politics in terms of
causality means that the structure of international politics comes before its forms such
as ideas, institutions, thus forms of international politics do not shape the structure of
international politics. International sociality is understood in terms of state-to-state
interaction since the international is conceived only as a realm of foreign policy and

forms of international politics only as state behaviors. Understanding sociality of



world politics in terms of constitution means that the structures of world politics and
their forms shape and re-shape each other. Since the international is understood as a
realm of social relations, international sociality, here, refers to interaction between

units, processes, and structures in world politics.

To sum up, using these three dimensions of modernity, and aforementioned

understandings of time, ontology, and sociality of world politics in IR theories, | will
show not only conceptions of modernity in IR, but also how these conceptions locate
the Global South in world politics, whether distinct or in connection with the Global

North.

1.1.3. Security as Social Construction

The second theme is security as social construction. This is in contrast to taking the
meaning of security as given. Understanding security as a social construction
represents a convergence of numerous trends, which have emerged since the 1990s.
This definition embraces insights produced by scholars of critical security studies. One
of these scholars, Jef Huysmans (1998a), points to security as a thick signifier that
brings “us to an understanding of how category ‘security’ articulates a particular way
of organizing form of life” (Huysmans, 1998a: 231). Another critical security studies
scholar, Bill McSweeney (1998), highlights that it is not only the concept of security
that is essentially contested, but also all other concepts of social order. Both scholars
and practitioners conceptualize security as such for their particular interests “in

modeling and practicing international relations” (McSweeney, 1998:1).

Informed by the insights of another foremost critical security studies scholar, Ken

Booth, this dissertation understands security not only as a socially constructed but also



as a derivative concept. Booth (2007) argues that “security in world politics is
essentially a derivative concept” in the sense that “how one conceives security is
constructed out of the assumptions that make up one’s theory of world politics,”
assumptions regarding units, structures and processes (Booth, 2007: 150). Security as
social construction points to the relationship between security and politics. Thus, this
dissertation shows how assumptions about security are constructed out of particular

understandings of world politics.

1.1.4. The Global South

Within IR theory and Security Studies, during the Cold War, the term of the Third
World was mostly used to distinguish newly emerged and non-industrialized countries
from the industrialized West and planned economies of the East (see David, 1993).
Some scholars emphasize positive connotations of the term and highlight the Third
World as a new object of analysis in IR theory (see Neuman, 1998). Others argue that
in the system of thought during the Cold War, the very idea of an independent Third
World was problematic, wherein IR literature the Third World “states were usually
portrayed as being part of one sphere of influence or the other” (Thomas & Wilkin,

2004: 243).

In their use of the term the Third World, some IR scholars conceive the Third World
not as a place or an economic condition (Neuman, 1998). Rather, for those scholars, it
is a state of mind, a perspective, and an attitude, since these scholars argue that the
Third World exists in New York, in Paris, as it does in Mexico City (Neuman, 1998:
18). Such an understanding indicates a difference when compared with the ‘Western’

view of the notion of the Third World. Accordingly, for the Cold War ‘Western’



perspective, the socialist world is raison d’etre of the very invention of the idea of
three worlds as the ‘other’ of the First World (Pletsch, 1981: 576). From this
perspective, then, the Third World indicates a binary view of the world: modern
(capitalist or socialist world) and traditional (the ‘Third World”). On the other hand,
for some IR scholars, the term itself is a social criticism against inequality in world
politics and in IR (Ayoob, 2002), and it has a “heuristic value that warrants its usage

as a label for common political resistance to dependence” (Tickner, 2003: 256).

Behind using the concept of the Third World as a social criticism, there are both
analytical and political concerns. Thomas and Wilkin (2004) highlight both objective
and subjective criteria to explore its usefulness. The objective criteria—including the
low level of socio-economic development, postcolonial states, unstable political
structure, technological dependency as characteristics shared by a large amount of
countries—made this grouping analytically useful. Nevertheless, the political-
normative commitment of using the concept of the Third World has been much related
to subjective criteria. As Thomas and Wilkin (Thomas & Wilkin, 2004) point out, the
concept of the Third World was used “in the immediate post-colonial period as a form
of identity for a self-defining group of mostly post-colonial states” with the Non-
Aligned Movement, which also transferred to international economic platforms as the
establishment of UNCTAD and G-77 (Thomas & Wilkin, 2004: 242). For the
members of the Third World, it had a positive meaning in defining their ‘equal’ role
and place in international politics (Thomas & Wilkin, 2004: 242). As such, these
scholars understand world politics in terms of ‘three worlds’ and favor the autonomy

(and equality) of the Third World from the two other worlds of world politics.
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With the end of the Cold War, the utility of the concept of the Third World has been
questioned in both analytical and political terms in IR as well. Rising differentiation
within the Third World, as well as emergence of others, such as the post-Communist
world, stimulated the emergence of new concepts such as the Global South. Different
from their earlier works, some scholars began to use these new terms interchangeably
(Thomas, 1991). Though, they still use them with the same analytical and political-
normative commitment “to refer to those that share the common problem of lack of
voice or say in global affairs” (Thomas & Wilkin, 2004: 243). In this way, the Third
World, or other terms that are utilized interchangeably with it, such as the South or the
Global South, “reflect a common unifying experience shared by the majority of
countries and people: a lack of voice or say in global affairs, a vulnerability to external
forces beyond their control and human insecurity which characterizes the lives of their

citizens” (Thomas & Wilkin, 2004: 243).

However, while Third World security scholars address the binary of the First World
and the Second World by indicating that there is a third option, they end up with
another a binary between the developed and the undeveloped world. This is because
Third World security scholars do not question the particularity of the Third World and
universality of the First World as the underlying discourse in IR.°> Rather, these
scholars only underscore inequalities between the First World and the Third World,
and the ‘secondary’ role or place attributed to the Third World states as well as

societies in world politics.

> This will be taken up later, and examined extensively in Chapter 4, since it is an instance of Third
World security scholars’ conception of modernity.
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IR scholars with postcolonial insights into world politics and IR open new avenues for
thinking about history and locality of world politics by focusing on the encounters and
historical connections between the Global North and the Global South. Postcolonial
insights to world politics and IR point to the mutual constitution between the Global
North and the Global South. Thus, the use of these terms is about going beyond mere
pointing to different conditions these worlds existing out there; instead it questions
how a set of problems that are tied with these binaries of ‘First/Third World’, the
‘Global North’/the ‘Global South’ are constituted by their encounters (Doty, 1996)
that are inclusive of but not limited to the colonial encounters (Hobson, 2004) between
the Global North and the Global South in world politics. The reason to use the term
the Global South and to address the relationship between the Global North and the
Global South, rather than, between the West and the non-West is related not to make
only a cultural reading of this relationship, as scholars focusing on civilizational and
cultural analyses of the relationship mainly use the terms of the West and the non-

West (or East) (see Hobson, 2004).

The dissertation acknowledges that there are limitations of using the term of Global
South. Although the problem cannot be solved in this study, the dissertation addresses
the relationship between understanding the Global South as a ‘constructed category’
and ‘real’ treatment of the Global South. Here, the epistemological argument is that
reality of the Global South is not captured, but reality is constructed through these

theories, and empirical studies on the Global South.

1.2. Aim

The aim of this dissertation is to provide an account of how a particular conception of
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modernity has been constitutive of Security Studies. This dissertation has four specific
aims that correspond to the task. First, it aims to explore whether Third World security
scholars have gone beyond the limitations that they addressed with respect to
understanding the relationship between the Global North and the Global South in
security studies. Second, the dissertation seeks to explore what critical and
postcolonial approaches to security have brought to the study of security in the Global
South, and understanding the relationship in security relations. Third, the dissertation
aims to bring taxonomy of various conceptions of modernity shaping security
approaches and understandings of the relationship between the Global North and the
Global South. Fourth, it aims to open space for a dialogue between critical approaches

to security and postcolonial insights for the study of security in the Global South.

1.3. Structure

The dissertation is composed of two main parts. The first part is composed of Chapter
2 and Chapter 3. The second part is composed of Chapter 4 and Chapter 5. The first
part provides an overview of the literature on the study of security in the Global South

and identifies three dimensions of modernity in IR.

Chapter 2 elaborates the literature on the study of security in the Global South
composed of realist approaches and their critiques, namely Third World security
approaches, critical security approaches, and the postcolonial approaches. The chapter
is structured around four main sections. The first section starts with realist approaches.
The second section focuses on Third World security scholars’ critique of realist
approaches and the remedies Third World security scholars have offered. The third
section continues with critical approaches, which is critical of both realist approaches

and Third World security scholars. This chapter ends with the fourth section, which
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looks at the postcolonial approaches and their insights into the limitations of realist,
Third World and critical approaches to security. Building on these insights, the
chapter, points to the necessity for inquiring into the limitations of security studies in
terms of understanding the relationship between modernity and studying security in

the Global South.

Chapter 3 identifies three dimensions of modernity in IR. These are time, ontology,
and sociality of world politics. The chapter is composed of four main sections. The
first section offers the identification of these three dimensions of modernity. The latter
three sections develop each of these three dimensions. These three sections discuss
them in greater detail, focusing on particular understandings of time (singular, not in
singular time), ontology (binary, dialectical, differance, dialogical), and sociality
(causation, constitution) of world politics in IR theories. These three dimensions of

modernity help me to unpack various conceptions of modernity in security approaches.

After overviewed the literature on the study of security in the Global South and
identifies three dimensions of modernity in the first part of the dissertation, the second
part lays out in detail the ways in which a particular conception of modernity has been

constitutive of security studies. This part is composed of Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.

Chapter 4 looks at realist approaches to security studies, and Third World security
scholars who are critical of realist approaches to security. The chapter is divided into
four sections. The first section elaborates on the definition, key literature and the
notion of security ISS is built upon. The second section unpacks the conception of
modernity shaping realist approaches to security by looking at which understandings
of time, ontology, and sociality of world politics have shaped realist approaches in

three respective sub-sections. The third section looks at the debate on the ‘failed

14



states’ in realist approaches and shows how realist approaches have understood the
relationship between the Global North and the Global South. The fourth section
elaborates on the ways in which Third World security scholars address the limitations
of understanding the relationship between the First World and the Third World in
realist approaches, and what their critiques offer for understanding this relationship in

studying security in the Third World.

Chapter 5 looks at both critical security studies and postcolonial approaches to
security. This chapter analyzes a particular conception of modernity as constitutive of
critical approaches to security (the Aberystwyth School, the Copenhagen School and
the Paris School). The first section elaborates on the definition, key literature and the
notion of security underlining critical security studies. The second section unpacks
three dimensions of modernity, namely, time, ontology, and sociality of world politics
that have shaped critical approaches to security in three respective sub-sections. The
third section looks at the study of security in the Global South in each school of
thought, and analyzes how critical approaches to security have understood the
relationship between the Global North and the Global South in security relations. The
fourth section focuses on the postcolonial approaches to security, and question what

they offer for the study of the relationship in security relations.

The concluding chapter, Chapter 6, shows the findings of the dissertation. The chapter
highlights the taxonomy of three conceptions of modernity and understandings the
relationship between the Global North and the Global South found in security
approaches. The chapter also illustrates the argument of the dissertation through

analyses from studies on nuclear non-proliferation in the Global South.
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CHAPTER 2

THE STUDY OF SECURITY IN THE GLOBAL SOUTH: AN

OVERVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The chapter provides an overview of the literature on the study of security in the
Global South. The chapter is structured into four sections. The first section starts with
realist approaches. The second section focuses on Third World Security scholars’
critique of realist approaches in studying security in the Third World. The third
section looks at critical approaches and their critiques of both realist and Third World
security approaches. The fourth section looks at the postcolonial approaches and their
critiques of the realist, Third World security, and critical approaches. Building these
insights, the chapter points to the necessity for inquiring into the limitations of
security studies in terms of understanding of the relationship between modernity and

the study of security in the Global South.

2.1. Realist Approaches

During the Cold War, realist approaches have studied security of the Global South

from the perspectives of the great powers and their security concerns. In their

introduction to the edited book, Superpower Competition and Security in the Third
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World, Litwak and Wells (1988) have noted that East-West rivalry in the Third World
was not only a factor which complicated great power relations, but it was also a
danger for international stability, since Litwak and Wells argue “there is also the real
danger that the superpowers might be drawn into these conflicts in support of local
clients through inadvertent escalation or policy miscalculation”(Litwak & Wells,
1988: ix). Accordingly, the edited volume focused on the process of East-West rivalry
in the Third World based on regional case studies about Near East, Persian Gulf,

South Asia, Northeast Asia, Southeast Asia, Southern Africa, and Central America.

Michael Desch’s (1989) article on the grand strategy of great powers in the periphery
is another illustrative study. Desch’s central focus is on the prioritization of the great
powers’ security concerns. According to Desch, the role of regimes of the Global
South could be defined with respect to answering the question of whether these
regimes affect the balance between the great powers or not, and to what degree
(Desch, 1989: 120). Desch maintained that a great power must protect its interests in
particular peripheral areas, since the latter contribute to the strength of a great power,

and determine the balance of power.

Desch’s article is one among many where the Global South is introduced in security
studies literature as only the locales where the great power interests rested during and
after the Cold War. Other studies on the Middle East, the Latin America and the East
Asia (Walt, 1987; Schoultz, 1987) also illustrate, albeit in different ways, why and
how the states of the Global South matters for the great power concerns of the

superpower conflict. In their studies, these scholars do not refrain from giving specific
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role definitions to regimes and states of the Global South in order to promote the great

power security interests.

The end of the Cold War has not altered studying security of the Global South with
respect to security concerns of the great powers. Steven David’s article entitled ‘Why
the Third World still matters’ illustrates this. David (1993: 127) writes in introducing
his article:
The end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet Union have not
ended the importance of the Third World to American interests and worldwide
stability, nor have they ushered in a new era of peace. Because war will not
become obsolete in the Third World, and because many Third World states are
becoming increasingly powerful, the threat that Third World states pose to
themselves and non-Third World countries will persist. Preparing to address
these threats must be a central component of American foreign policy in the
post-Cold War world.
David explains why the states of the Global South still matter in reference to great
power security concerns after the Cold War for regional and international stability.
Security of the Global South is still defined with respect to the great powers’ security
perspectives. The post-Cold War literature (Betts, 1994; Goldgeier & McFaul, 1992;

Sorensen, 2005) also illustrates how security studies continue to consider mainly

“threat perceptions and interest calculations of the West” (Bilgin, 2005: 11).

2.2. Third World Security Scholars

Third World security scholars were the earliest to highlight that studying security in
the Third World only from the perspectives of great powers prevents us from
understanding security in the Third World. Third World security scholars maintained

that security concerns of Third World states and societies were not studied from their
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own perspectives. In particular, they note that the prevalence of superpower conflict
perspective shaped security studies during the Cold War. Third World security
scholars pointed to the implications of this in terms of the misfit between security
studies concepts and categories and experiences of security in the Third World. The
first sub-section looks at Third World security scholars’ critique of realism, and
continues with their questioning of security studies concepts and categories, focusing

on the category of the state and the concept of security.

2.2.1. Third World as Peripheral to Superpower Conflict

Bahgat Korany, an Egyptian scholar, is a Third World security scholar who initially
pointed to the prevalence of superpower conflict perspective in security studies. In his
seminal article ‘Strategic Studies and the Third World: a critical evaluation’ (1986),
Korany asked why strategic studies during the Cold War treated the Third World as
peripheral to “the phenomenon of global conflict”, despite the most of the conflicts in
the world took place in the Third World countries (Korany, 1986: 547). For Korany,
the limitations of security studies in accounting for global conflict beyond the
superpower conflict stemmed from “the lopsided association” of studying security
with the power paradigm — interstate struggle for power because there was “the
growing diffusion of the ideas of power paradigm as the established truth”(Korany,
1986: 548). In the dominant paradigm, not only the major actor of international
politics is defined as the state, but also the primary focus was on the analysis of great
powers or what Korany states, on “the powers of the ‘centre’ ”” among the interstate

relations (Korany, 1986: 549).
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The central focus of Korany was on the crucial question of whether our existing
frames of analysis — our paradigms - explain or distort the ‘reality’ out there (Korany,
1986: 547). As a result, Korany noted that states in the Third World were only
considered within the established paradigm as “the junior partners in the power game”
if they were taken into consideration at all. Otherwise, as Korany noted, “they are
‘trouble-makers’, thriving on ‘nuisance power’, fit for the exercise of techniques of

‘counter-insurgency” (Korany, 1986: 549).

Another Third World security scholar, Mohammed Ayoob also underscored the
limitations of the prevalence of superpower conflict perspective on studying security
in the Third World. In a review article ‘The Security Problematic of the Third World’
(1991), Ayoob noted that a great amount of the literature on the Third World was
written from the superpowers’ perspectives with respective superpower concerns of
influence and power over the strategic regions of the Third World. Thus, there was
little written “about the interaction of Third World states with the international
system”, particularly about “their overriding concern with security in terms of

reducing the vulnerabilities of their structures, institutions, and regimes” (Ayoob,

1991: 258).

Similarly, Azar and Chung-In-Moon, in National Security in the Third World,
underlined that most of the literature on security in the Third World was written in
terms of “threat perceptions, strategic interactions and regional and superpower
alignment and realignment” (Azar & Chung-In-Moon, 1988a: 4). The analysis of

security in the Third World was based on exploring the impact of superpower policy
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on the security context in the Third World. Thereby, problems of security in the Third

World were treated as a mere extension of the system-level dynamics.

According to Azar and Chung-In-Moon, the emphasis on the system-level analysis on
security in the Third World were mainly stemmed from the imposition of superpower
conflict framework on the Cold War security thinking. Accordingly, there was the
perception that most Third World states “are clients and proxies of big powers and
‘system-influential’ states” and they do not act alone and impact on the system (Azar
& Chung-In-Moon, 1988a: 5). The agenda of international issues as well as the
parameters of the international interactions among states are established by the
superpowers and the medium-sized powers. For these reasons, the Third World “is
simply the backdrop for the competition of the superpowers and medium-sized
powers and is relegated to the status of clients who benefit or suffer commensurately

with their protectors” (Azar & Chung-In-Moon, 1988a: 5).

Security thinking during the Cold War approached the phenomenon of global conflict
as the superpower conflict, which marginalized the majority of the conflicts
experienced in the world for these Third World security scholars. While Korany
(1986) problematized the superpower conflict as the main component of international
politics, Ayoob (1991) and Azar and Chung-In-Moon (1988a) conceived the

international dimension of security within the superpower conflict framework.

Third World security scholars argue that the role and place of the Third World in

world politics has been relatively unexplored due to the prevalence of mainly

superpower conflict perspective in definition of security studies. Diagnosis of the
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limitation leads to exploring its implications for studying security in the Third World.
Third World security scholars note that concepts and categories of security studies do
not fit into the Third World context, and are not adequate for understanding the
majority of threats, conflicts and violence experienced in the Third World.
Respectively, in their amendments on the category of the state and the concept of
security, Third World security scholars point to “different” characteristics of state-
making processes in the Third World from its Western counterparts (Bilgin, 2015). In
the following two sub-sections, the chapter looks at their critiques about the category

of the state and the concept of security.

2.2.2. Misfit between Realist Studies and Third World Experience: The State

Third World security scholars have argued that realist approaches is based on a
particular definition of the state that has been derived from a particular understanding
of European experiences. In their comparison of Third World states with their
European counterparts, they have focused on different historical and social aspects of
state formation in the Third World. The category of the state is central in analyses of
Mohammed Ayoob (1983; 1995; 1998) and Caroline Thomas (1989) and their critics
of realist approaches to security. | will examine these two works. Before doing so, |
will introduce Barry Buzan’s classification of strong and weak states, since his
classification is central to analyses of both Ayoob and Thomas. Buzan is one of the
first to notice that a simple conception of state is not enough in understanding its
relation to security. There is a reason why he is doing this. He is doing to address

some limitations of realism.
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In People, States and Fear: The National Security Problem in International Relations,
Buzan (1983) proposed an ideal-type to explore the nature of state in relation to
security. The author identified three elements of the state that are interlinked though
distinguishable from each other. These components of the states are: the idea of the
state, the physical base of the state (territory), and the institutional expression of the
state (Buzan, 1983: 40). Among these components, Buzan underlined that the idea of

the state is the most central one.

In a book chapter, ‘People, State and Fear: The National Security Problem in the
Third World’ (1988), Buzan highlighted that the international system is not only
composed of states with different power capabilities, but also in terms of different
types of states (in terms of the socio-political cohesiveness). The primary variable
used by Buzan to differentiate the nature of states is the degree of socio-political
cohesiveness. Using the variable, Buzan qualifies states as ranging on a spectrum
from the weak states (low socio-political cohesion) to strong states (high socio-
political cohesion). This qualification is related to “the strength or weakness of a
country as state” rather than to “its strength or weaknesses as a power” regarding the

capabilities and resources it commands (Buzan, 1988: 18).

Buzan, therefore, distinguished the “weak” and “strong” states in reference to “the
status of the unit concerned as a member of the class of states” (Buzan, 1983: 66).
These two features of the stateness are the ‘idea of the state’ in terms of coherent and
widely held by the population, and the legitimate ‘state institutions’. States vary “in
respect of their weakness or strength as members of the category of states” (Buzan,

1983: 66). Buzan argued that weak states fail to create a domestic political and social
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consensus on both the idea of the state and its institutions that have sufficient strength
to “eliminate the large-scale use of force as a major and continuing element in the
domestic political life of the nation” (Buzan, 1983: 67). I elaborated on Buzan
because he made up for some limitations of realism, and that Ayoob and others built

on his contribution.

In his study ‘Security in the Third World: The Worm about to Turn?’ (1983), Ayoob
also uses Buzan’s idea of weak/strong states distinction with a new type of
classification, as he adds new attributes to the stateness. In addition to strong
(cohesive) state-structures, Ayoob also defines the ‘unconditional legitimacy’ of state-
structures as an attribute of the stateness. In contrast to the European states that
reached an unconditional legitimacy of state-structures and that have cohesive state
structures, for Ayoob, “state structures in the Third World in the present form do not
enjoy ‘unconditional legitimacy’ and are weak as states (once again one must be

careful to distinguish weak states from weak powers)” (Ayoob, 1983: 44).

Different from Buzan’s analyses, Ayoob highlighted that these two attributes, namely,
‘sovereignty as unconditional legitimacy’ and ‘cohesive structure’, complement each
other due to the evolution of the states-system in Europe. In this way, Ayoob’s study
adds a historical dimension on the socio-political difference explored by Buzan.
Accordingly, Ayoob explored the reasons for the major difference with respect to two
accounts, the time factor and the colonial legacy. As will be argued later, this is a
particular understanding of history and state. This point will be developed in Chapter

4.
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First, Ayoob argued that most states in the Third World were latecomers to the
modern system of states, which was European in origin. Therefore, there is a huge gap
between states in the Third World and their European counterparts in terms of the
development of modern state structures. Ayoob noted that the gap reflected capacity
of state to act effectively in the system of states and subsequently leads to “two types
of actors in the international system: the primary actors (the original European
members of the system and their offshoots in North America and Australasia) and the
secondary actors (the late-comers, the bulk of the third world)” (emphasis in original,

Ayoob, 1983: 45).

Second, according to Ayoob, state structures in the Third World lack legitimacy due
to the late development of modern state structures and the boundaries drawn by the
colonial powers. Ayoob emphasized that states structures in the Third World have not
yet developed the capacity “to ensure the habitual identification of their populations
with their respective states and their regimes that preside over these post-colonial
structures within colonially-dictated boundaries” (Ayoob, 1983: 45). There is no
consensus on fundamental social and political issues mainly the social and political
organization within societies in the Third World. This is the reason, why Third World
states are mainly ruled by the regimes with narrow political and social bases argued

Ayoob.

In his book, The Third World Security Predicament: State-Making, Regional Conflict
and International system (1995), Ayoob explored further what he meant by the strong
(cohesive) state structure as the central attribute of the stateness. In this study, Ayoob

highlighted three attributes of stateness, namely, coercive capability (central state
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power accumulation), political capacity (integration and legitimacy), and policy

capacity (institutional coherence).

In his analysis of state-making process in the Third World, Ayoob highlighted an
inherent similarity in the logic of the state making process in terms of primitive
central state power accumulation as in the case of European state-making process.
However, there is also the divergence in other dimensions from the European
experience (Ayoob, 1995: 23). The following quote from Ayoob (1995: 32) captures
the reasons for that divergence between Third World state-making and European
state-making process.
The Third World is attempting to replicate this largely unpremeditated and
uncoordinated evolutionary process but on a ridiculously short timetable and
with a predetermined set of goals. The existence of a model to emulate, and the
pressures generated by international and domestic elite demands make the task
of state makers in the third world so difficult....Fitting an evolutionary
historical process into a series of deadlines is difficult and dangerous exercise
since it distorts the process of natural evolution and led to disequilibrium,
which lies at the root of the chronic political instability in the third world.
For Ayoob, the degree of stateness is a function of state elite’s success in state making
process (Ayoob, 1995: 21). By using Tilly’s distinction between national state and
nation-state, Ayoob stated that there has been very close resemblance in the
establishment of national state and the evolution of nationalism to that of early
modern Europe. Although Third World states elites also use the rhetoric of nation-
state, what “they are principally committed to the construction of national states along
the lines of the states of Western Europe of 17" and 19" century” wrote Ayoob
(Ayoob, 1995: 26). The priority has been given by states elites in the Third World to

“the primitive accumulation of power in the hands of the state over the creation of

popular consensus about the content and parameters of nationalism in fragmented
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societies” (Ayoob, 1995: 26). In other words, for Ayoob, there is a twin process of
state making and nation building. State building process, if successful, promotes the
establishment of national state, but only with an additional sequence of time that the

nation-state can be built, according to Ayoob.

Another Third World security scholar, Thomas in the concluding chapter to her edited
volume, ‘Southern Instability, Security and Western concepts- On an unhappy
marriage and the need for a divorce’ (1989) found the category of the state used in
strong/weak state debates to be problematic. Thomas argued that Buzan used the
European nation-state as the model, where state and nation coincide, and social
cohesiveness becomes a character of a state. Under Buzan’s classification, most of
states in the Third World are weak states, since they fail to provide domestic cohesion
noted Thomas (Thomas, 1989: 184). Rather, Thomas suggested an alternative
category of the state. To do this, the author used Mann’s classification of strong and
weak states, which separate the state from society. Thomas argued that Mann
conceives social cohesiveness as a character of a strong society, whereas despotic
power and infrastructural power are characters of a strong state. This alternative
classification says that social cohesiveness may increase or decrease by state power.
The level of social cohesiveness makes exercise of power easier or more difficult

(Thomas, 1989: 182).

Using Mann'’s classification, Thomas argued that strong states in the Third World are
possible, since most of them have despotic power and societies in the Third World are
weak due to low level of social cohesiveness. Using Mann’s classification, she

argued, “helps minimize the Western liberal bias apparent in so much the discussion

27



of strong and weak states, thus making room for the requirements indigenous to Third
World states” (Thomas, 1989: 184). In her understanding, it is only through the

development of the infrastructural power that social consensus will be increased in the
long run for the establishment of social cohesion (building a nation-state) in the Third

World.

To reiterate, building on Buzan’s classification but also giving in a historical
perspective, Ayoob pointed to the interrelated nature of the attributes of
‘unconditional’ legitimacy and cohesive state structure. In contrast, Thomas argued
that using Buzan’s concepts of strong and weak states reproduces the European state-
centered bias. Rather, Thomas used the strong and weak society classification when
considering the historical evolution of state making process in the Third World.
Viewed together, Ayoob and Thomas have criticized realist approaches and its
category of the state because it is based on conflation of state with nation. Rather,
they point to how these two processes of state making and nation making take place

within a historical and an international dimension in the Third World.

2.2.3. Misfit between Realist Studies and Third World Experience: Security

Third World security scholars’ analyses of state and nation making processes in the
Third World have also shaped their analyses of security. In edited volume, The Many
faces of National Security in the Arab World, Korany with Brynen and Noble (1993)
investigate the link between specifities of states in the Arab world and security
problems existing in the region. In the book, their objective in reformulating the

concept of national security “is not only to widen the national security concept, but
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also potentially to add to the explanation of the various inter-state wars that plague the
region” (Korany, Brynen & Noble, 1993: xix). Korany, Brynen and Noble
reformulated the concept of security by examining how state-society relations affect a
country’s security. They did not deny the relevance of the realist paradigm for
understanding of the security problems of the Arab states in terms of the inter-state
conflict. Rather, their aim of broadening the concept of national security was to take
into account the full range of threats to basic interests as well as values of the Arab
states and societies. For this end, they pursued “a two-track approach to national
security in the Arab world” (Korany, Brynen & Noble, 1993: 19). On the one hand,
the approach dealt with the nature of regional and global politics as well as the
problems of high politics. On the other hand, this approach studied “the
characteristics of the contemporary Arab state, with its fragility and vulnerabilities
and the ensuing pressures and threats which these generate” (Korany, Brynen &

Noble, 1993: 19).

Korany, Brynen and Noble’s work argued that states in the Third World are
characterized by “protracted social conflict”, which indicates the multi-dimensionality
of the security concerns of these states. Characteristics of the ‘protracted social
conflict’ are function of the specifities of the Arab states namely, internal fragility and
external vulnerability. The internal fragility as the main source of national insecurity
is due to the historical pattern of state formation in the Arab world particularly and in
the Third World generally according to Korany, Brynen and Noble. The historical
pattern of state formation caused the sources of internal fragility namely praetorian
society, premature national identity, and development deficit. Put differently, they

explained the reason for the internal fragility in terms of “the imposition of an (alien)
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state structure on a (forged) nation” during decolonization (Korany, Brynen & Noble,

1993: 12).

Compared to the European nation-states, the internal fragility of Third World states
increased with modernization, since modernization in terms of its impact on social
mobility put pressure on states in the Third World, according to Korany, Brynen and
Noble. With modernization, there was the widening of the gap between socio-
economic demands of the mass society such as food insecurity and water shortage,
and the capacity of the political system to cope with them, and they called it the
development deficit (Korany, Brynen & Noble, 1993: 15). Thus, the multi-
dimensionality (socio-economic, religious, ethnic issues) of security concerns is
inherent in the socio-historical (structural) context of states in the Third World in the
international periphery argued Korany, Brynen and Noble. For this reason, the
internal sources of conflict are inextricable from inter-state ones, they argued. There
is interconnectedness of internal and international politics (Korany, Brynen & Noble,
1993: 10-11), which requires a multi-level analysis and interdisciplinary approach to

security, according to Korany, Brynen and Noble.

Thomas, in ‘New Directions in thinking about security in the Third World” (1991)
argued that what Third World state elites understand from the concept of national
security has been mainly regime security, where “security policies were formulated
by an elite with the express intention of satisfying those sections of the population
whose support is needed to maintain itself in power” (Thomas, 1991: 272). According

to Thomas, the use of the concept of national security by Third World state elites was

30



for ideological and practical reasons in the attempt to legitimize a particular model of

state.

Rather than using the concept of ‘security’ that requires the identification of nation
with state (social and cultural cohesion), Thomas preferred to use the concept of state
security, which is based on the domestic political consensus on the idea of ‘national
security’. States in the Third World cannot pursue state security due to the lack of
social consensus on the idea of ‘national security’ argued Thomas. It was because of
the failure of the domestic legitimacy, which is the result of the social interaction of
state and society in the Third World according to Thomas. For her, the problem of
internal insecurity makes the problem of external insecurity (structural vulnerability

to international economy and politics) more acute and vice versa.

In the Third World, Thomas (1987) points to two dynamics that condition the limits
of domestic legitimacy. First, states in the Third World face difficulties stemmed from
international economic structure in terms of the development deficit, which prevents
these states from the provision of basic needs and services to their population.
Second, the juridical international legitimacy given to most of states in the Third
World under the international norms of non-intervention and sovereignty led to lack
of domestic legitimacy. It is because, according to Thomas, in the European
experience, “the hostility of international environment had been a motor for
integration and development” (Thomas, 1991: 270). Whereas, the protection given by
the juridical legitimacy to Third World states prevents them from such imperatives.

Furthermore, according to Thomas, superpower competition also contributed to the
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benign international environment through establishing client states in the Third

World.

For Thomas, pursuing security in the Third World requires consensus building,
greater social and economic mobilization and political inclusion. State security in the
context of the Third World refers not simply to the military dimension, but to the
whole range of dimensions of a state’s existence. Thus, state security is defined by
Thomas as “security in a state which incorporated both provision of basic needs of
population and political participation” (Thomas, 1991: 267). Accordingly, being a
strong state via nation building is fundamental to state security in terms of the internal
development and international interaction of states in the Third World as viable

political units.

In an another important collection, National Security in the Third World, Azar and
Chung-In-Moon (1998a) note that “national security” is a Western, and largely an
American concept that emerged in the post World War Il period. Therefore, for the
authors, the limited numbers of works that studied national security in the Third
World mainly relied on “the Western experience to understand and apply national
security and policy” (Azar & Chung-In-Moon, 1988a: 1) that has focused on the

military dimension and external threats to the state.

In a chapter entitled ‘Legitimacy, Integration and Policy Capacity: The Software Side
of Third World National Security’, Azar and Chung-In-Moon (1988b) question this
understanding of national security. The conception of security in the Third World has

traditionally been framed around two variables. These are the “security environment
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and the availability and readiness of hardware” in terms of military capability. To
study security in the Third World, Azar and Chung-In-Moon broaden the analysis
with adding a new variable, the “software side of security management” (Azar &

Chung-In-Moon, 1988b: 77, emphasis in original).

The idea of the “software side of security management” was originated from the
classical realist premises on national will, national morale, regime type, and
government structure. Azar and Chung-In-Moon define the “software side of security
management” in terms of “the conversion mechanism linking security environment
and hardware to the final policy outcomes and the overall security performance”
(Azar & Chung-In-Moon, 1988b: 78). Accordingly, the items of the “software side of
security management are legitimacy, integration, and policy capacity” according to

Azar and Chung-In-Moon (Azar & Chung-In-Moon, 1988b: 78).

In their analysis of the each item, they define that legitimacy shapes the macro-
political context of national security management, which determines “to a large extent
the national will, morale and character, and conditions all levels of security
management ranging from threat environment to policy capacity” (Azar & Chung-In-
Moon, 1988b: 78). The level of legitimacy enjoyed by the regime in power,
conditions “the effective leadership strength, the people’s perceived relevance of
national strategy, and social and cultural integration” (Azar & Chung-In-Moon,
1988b: 81). The high level of legitimacy helps the regimes to establish national

consensus on ends and means of national security management.

33



In the Third World, however, there is the legitimacy crisis Azar and Chung-In-Moon
argued. The people did not always accept the authority of the state and conceive its
institutions functionally competent and legally right. The reason for the legitimacy
crisis was that regimes in the Third World still appealed to traditional values and
norms. Due to the structural economic rigidity in terms of economic backwardness as
well as resource scarcity, Azar and Chung-In-Moon emphasized that regimes in the
Third World cannot enjoy functional competence and legal appropriateness. It is
because regimes could not provide the basic needs of the people and their demands
for participation, jobs, and justice with rising modernization and social mobility (Azar

& Chung-In-Moon, 1988b: 81).

All three groups of Third World security scholars argue for broadening the concept of
security suited to the social, economic and political conditions in the Third World.
Korany, Brynen and Noble (1993) used the concept of “national security”, but they
emphasize its nature of the interconnectedness of internal and international politics in
states in the Arab world specifically, and in the Third World generally. Thomas
(1991) rather argued for using an alternative concept: state security. Thomas
formulated the concept of state security as “security in a state”. These two works
considered the state including its society and it has external security concerns other
than military terms such as development, foreign aid. Therefore, security should be
broadened to encompass non-military security concerns of states and societies in the
Third World according to Korany, Brynen and Noble as well as Thomas. Finally,
Azar and Chung-In-Moon (1988b) added a new dimension to the analysis of security

management, which is the “software side”. It is the state/regime as the main referent
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of security for them. Since it has also internal security concerns, security should be

broadened to include these internal concerns according to Azar and Chung-In-Moon.

Third World security scholarship is not the only school of thought that points to the
limitations of realist approaches in studying security in the Third World. Critical
approaches to security also offered their critiques of both realist approaches to

security studies as well as Third World security scholars’ analyses.

2.3. Critical Approaches

For the critical approaches®, security is a derivative concept, and reflects a particular
understanding of what politics is. There is an inescapable relationship between
politics and security, and this relationship is constructed differently in historical
contexts. Analyzing the social and historical construction of security and the political
by critical approaches is to offer a critique of contemporary structures of power,
knowledge as well as practices that reproduce hierarchies of power and the possibility

of alternatives (Fierke, 2007: 9).

Pointing to the fundamental questions of the security problematic such as “what is
security?”, “whose security?” at different levels and dimensions, critical approaches
have not only explored the limitations of realist approaches to security studies, but

also Third World security approaches. Put differently, for those scholars, to broaden

6 As in the late 1980s, during 1990s, there were also approaches to security that were critical of the
definition of security limited to military-oriented concerns. They respectively propose to broaden the
definition of security including non-military concerns of states. However, this debate also brings
another debate (which is called broadening and deepening debate) in security studies. This debate
mainly focuses on the implications of broadening security not only for security relations in world
politics, but also in security studies.
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the concept of security as some of Third World security scholars do, is not enough but
to question the relationship between the political and security in different contexts,
and conditions of politics is also required. After initially examining their critiques of
realist approaches, this section will focus on their critiques of Third World security

scholars.

2.3.1. Realism Misses the Relationship between Security and Politics in the

Global South

Critical approaches have argued that the interpretation of the world as “it is”, which is
understanding security in military and external-terms taken for granted in security
studies, is already embedded in a particular understanding of what politics is. Critical
approaches explore this relationship between security and politics in particular

historical and political context.

For instance, Booth and Vale’s two works, ‘Security in Southern Africa: After
Apartheid, beyond Realism’ (1995) and ‘Critical Security Studies and Regional
Insecurity’ (1997) highlight that the security framework in South Africa prevents
formulations of the kind of questions that create alternative interpretations of
“reality”, and thus, a new critical security discourse in the region. Accordingly, for the
authors, structures such as nationhood, sovereignty, and apartheid are mainly theories
or ideas, which have concrete manifestations on our lives. Since they are ideas, they
and their concrete manifestations can be changed. Our representations of the world as
“it is” have been shaped by a distinct idea of the world, which in turn have produce

particular practices. Booth and Vale (1995: 291) write,
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These points highlight why in southern Africa-and elsewhere, too-we need to be
very self-conscious about attempts to define the 'real world'. Whose 'real world'
are we purporting to discuss? Why are some facts given more weight than
others? Who controls or shapes the dominating 'facts'? Who and what is doing
the theoretical and political work in bringing some facts to the surface and not
others? In short, what do we-what should we-mean when we are talking about
'security in southern Africa'? And what are the possibilities for developing a
shared view of the 'real world' among the key actors in the region?
Put differently, Booth and Vale have argued that representing the world as “it is” is
always a political act. Therefore, security is always a derivative concept. It means that
our conceptions of security depend on the particular political view we have, and its
manifested practices (also see Booth, 2007). The case of the Southern Africa is also
an instance of how the apartheid, resting on the limited understanding of facts and

political conditions in the Southern Africa shape its approach to the region and cause

the government to destabilize the region through its campaign of ‘destabilization’.

Booth and Vale explore that the national security discourse articulated by the white
minority and its political-economic elite is based on destabilization. It meant nothing
to the South Africa’s majority, which was excluded from the policy decision-making
process. Indeed, Booth and Vale note, “for that majority it was the insecurity of the
Pretoria government and its apartheid state that represented the hope of improved
security, a security to be gained not by increases in the state's military strength but by
their goal of a non-racial and democratic polity” (Booth & Vale, 1995: 287). As
Booth and Vale also pointed out,
The states of the region do not constitute the textbook entities much loved by
political science; they are for the most part juridical rather than social entities.
Additionally, they have not stood as reliable watch-keepers over the interests of
all their populations. As we have seen, in apartheid South Africa state security
was hostile to human security; 'national security' was a code-word for the

security of the regime and its social elite. Although colonialism and the
apartheid state offer the best-almost the quintessential-examples of this
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restricted view of security, post-colonial African states have not been friendly to

the security interests of their peoples either (Booth and Vale, 1995: 293).
Another analysis by Vale with another co-author also looked at security in the South
Africa, but now at the regional level. In their article ‘Why Democracy is not enough:
Southern Africa and Human Security in the Twentieth First Century’, Swatuk and
Vale (1999) pointed out that the creation and the defense of the Wesphalian state is at
the heart of regional insecurity. Sovereignty, which is granted to the postcolonial state
with the international principles of non-intervention, is the source and site of
insecurity in the South Africa. Rather than taking the Westphalian state as a given, the
authors problematize it (Swatuk & Vale, 1999: 365). Accordingly, Swatuk and Vale
argued that the colonial powers disregarded the historical regional relations and
region’s people sense of community with the imposition of the Westphalian states to
the region. The acceptance of these states by the postcolonial elites reinforced the
incompatibility of the states’ regional policies with the necessities of the regional
people (Swatuk & Vale, 1999: 368). Pursuing the discourse of national security (with
particularistic ethnic and political interests) reinforced the interstate rivalries and
regional insecurities according to Stawuk and Vale. Not only the creation of the
Westphalian states in the region but also its defense by the regional elites (through the
discourse of national security) reinforced the fragmentation in the region (and new
identifications of the regional people with religious movements, renewed tribal

relations, warlords, family relations) (Swatuk & Vale, 1999: 373).

Pmar Bilgin with her book, Regional Security in the Middle East: A Critical

Perspective (2005) has focused on the prevailing approaches to regional security in

the Middle East. According to Bilgin, realist approaches to security understand
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regional security from a top-down, outward-oriented, and military-focused
perspective. First, realist approaches to security have used a top-down perspective
from which “threats to security were defined largely from the perspective of external
powers rather than regional states or peoples” (Bilgin, 2005: 1-2). Second, this top-
down perspective is also compounded by an outward-oriented perspective of regional
security “that is, threats to security were assumed to stem from outside the region
whereas inside was viewed as a realm of security” (Bilgin, 2005: 3). Third, according
to Bilgin, in realist approaches to security, there has been the military priority of
security thinking, that addresses security problems in the region by “external (as well
as regional) actors’ reliance on practices such as heavy defence outlays, concern with

orders-of-battle, joint military exercises and defence pacts” (Bilgin, 2005: 3).

According to Bilgin, thus, regional actors’ understandings of “threats, and how they
sought to achieve security in this part of the world” were missing in realist approaches
to security (Bilgin, 2005: 4). For instance, Bilgin argued that Stephan Walt has tried
to bring “regional actors’ perspective into his analysis of alliance formation in the
Middle East — by way of failing to move away from a mainstream (top-down,
outward-directed and military- focused) conception of security, he ended up
neglecting the security concerns of regional actors” (Bilgin, 2005: 4). These were
security concerns of people and social groups in the Middle East, and realist
approaches, which conceive security from the perspectives of outside states, have

failed to analyze these security perspectives (Bilgin, 2005: 5).

In this way, critical approaches have criticized realist approaches for taking security

(what security is) granted, and pointed to the historical relationship between security
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and politics. Exploring the relationship in different contexts indicate that it is a social
construction, and includes regimes of exclusion and inclusion. The failure to see that
relationship also underlines their respective critiques of Third World security

scholars’ study of security in the Global South

2.3.2. Third World Security Scholars Adopt Realism’s Focus on the State

Critical approaches to security noted that Third World security approaches privilege
the state as the primary referent as well as the agent of security (as in realist
approaches to security studies). For them, the works of Third World security scholars
(most but not all) are characterized by a “statist” approach to politics and security
(Booth, 1995). Within the limits of the “statist” framework, Third World security

scholars fail to see the relationship between security and the political.

Bilgin’s study ‘Beyond Statism in Security Studies? Human Agency and Security in
the Middle East’ (2002) distinguishes statism from state-centrism. Statism is defined
by Bilgin as a normative choice, “the concentration of all loyalty and decision-making
power at the level of the sovereign state” (Bilgin, 2002: 102). Bilgin defines state-
centrism as a methodological choice, “focusing on states as referents and agents
without necessarily giving primacy to their well-being” (Bilgin, 2002: 102). In
security studies, Bilgin argues that the primary referent and agent of security is
conceived as the state. However, the point that is highlighted is that “this
methodological choice has had normative implications that remain unrecognized in
established ways of thinking about security” since “the difference between statism

and state-centrism is often blurred” (Bilgin, 2002: 102). Bilgin (2002: 102) adds,
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(A)ccording to primacy to states in our analyses does not just reflect a ‘reality’
out there, or make the conduct of ‘scientific’ analyses of world politics much
neater, but also helps reinforce statism in security studies by making it difficult
to move away from the state as the dominant referent and agent where all
loyalty and decision-making is concentrated.
Booth (1995) in his review of the book of Mohammed Ayoob, The Third World
Security Predicament: State Making, Regional Conflict, and the International System,
noted that Ayoob “offers a narrow and statist view of what constitutes politics, and
assumes what is asserted to be political to be unproblematical” (Booth, 1995: 603).
Although the book claims to explore the multifaced security predicament in the Third
World, argued Booth, Ayoob’s “statism” leads to failure to look at the security
predicament from the perspective of the people rather than the states. Thus, Ayoob

equates Third World security with state security mainly conceived in terms of security

of the regimes in power.

According to Booth, the statism is not only the result of the book’s state-centric
methodology, but also its appreciation of the centrality of Third World regimes, and
their respective claims of insecurity in explaining the Third World security
predicament. Booth noted that the book failed to ask important questions such as
“security for whom?”” and “from what political theory do particular concepts of

security derive?”.

Keith Krause (1998), in ‘Theorizing security, state formation, and the ‘Third World’
in the post-Cold War world’, also criticized Ayoob’s book. Krause’s critiques are
framed around the notion of “the political” and use of the term, “Third World”. First,
Krause questioned Ayoob’s attempt expansion of the security concept without

questioning what the political is. Krause argued that “Ayoob’s understanding of
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security rests on a narrow conception of the political that privileges the state without
even rising the question whether or not it should be the proper subject of security”
(Krause, 1998: 129, emphasis in original). Krause noted that the choice of narrow
conception of the political is not surprising, because Ayoob conceives a particular

state (the nation state) as the subject of security.

Second, Krause argued that Ayoob’s use of the term Third World is also problematic.
Krause underscored that Ayoob’s generic use of the term do not allow him to
understand divergences among different parts of the world such as Africa, Latin
America, and East Asia. His overreliance on the term also reified the category and “to
do so risks encouraging Western tendencies to see these regions as undifferentiated
zone of turmoil” according to Krause (Krause, 1998, 133). Another problem with the
term Third World according to Krause is “the ghettoization of his argument by
confining his analysis of state making to the Third World and accepting that state
making has a definable end point” (Krause, 1998:133). Since state-making is a
historically changing phenomenon, the focus on the comparison between the Third
World and the First World prevents Ayoob from conceiving different trajectories of
state-society formations in the different parts of the world and to analyze how the
continuous process of state-making lead to insecurities according to Krause (Krause,
1998:134). In this dissertation, | also take the Global South as a whole. It is not to
totalize the Global South as a realm of decay or insecurity as Ayoob did, but to
understand how the relationship between the Global North and the Global South have

been accounted in the study of security in the Global South.
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According to Bilgin (2002), thus, Ayoob explicitly uses a state-centred definition of
security in his book “on the grounds that the state is the provider of security” (Bilgin,
2002: 107). In such, Ayoob takes into consideration other referents and dimensions of
security, only if they acquire political dimension in Ayoob’s terms, becoming threats
to state security (threat to its institutions, boundaries and regimes). Ayoob mainly
focuses on the lack of “adequate stateness” of Third World states as the reason for the
Third World security predicament and explains it in terms of the incapacity of the
state imposing political order at home and of participating in the international system.
Due to statism, according to Bilgin, Ayoob marginalizes other referents and the
security concerns of individuals and social groups (Bilgin, 2002: 107). According to
Bilgin, Ayoob does not conceive how insecurities in the both worlds were results of
the international political and economic structure and its effects on social, economic
and political marginalisation (Bilgin, 2002: 107). Bilgin in her book (2005: 18) has
argued,

Even some students of Third World security, who were otherwise critical of
the Cold War security discourse, produced state-centric analyses (see, for
example, Ayoob 1986; Azar and Moon 1988). However, despite this focus on
states, state building was under-theorized; states were taken to be ‘black
boxes’, the internal components of which were not considered worth
investigating.

To reiterate, critical approaches criticize the statist framework of politics, and the
notion of the political used in realist approaches to security studies and some of Third
World security scholars (mainly Ayoob). These scholars mostly highlighted the
common elements of the limitations of studying security in the Global South with
respect to the state-centrism in Third World security scholars, while they underline
historical, political and social conditions of the relationship between security and

politics.
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2.4. Postcolonial Approaches

Postcolonial approaches also offer their critiques of the realist approaches, Third
World security approaches, and critical approaches. In these works, critiques of
postcolonial approaches are framed in three central themes. First, postcolonial
approaches point to how realism misses analyses of postcolonial insecurities. Second,
postcolonial approaches address how Third World security scholars also produce
weak/strong state distinctions in studying security in the Global South. Third,
postcolonial approaches highlight that even categories and concepts used by critical
approaches miss the experiences of security in the Global South. In following of this

section, | will look at these three critiques in turn.

2.4.1. Realism Misses Analyses of Postcolonial Insecurities

Postcolonial approaches to security have argued that realist approaches have missed
analyses of postcolonial insecurities (Krishna, 1999; Abraham, 2006; Biswas, 2001;
Ling, 2002). According to postcolonial approaches to security, realism could not offer
an explanation for postcolonial insecurities because of state-centrism and statism in
their analysis of security (as critical approaches to security also highlight).
Postcolonial studies have offered a reflexive engagement with the experience of
colonization and its power to shape past and current realities at the local, national and
international level. Put differently, according to postcolonial approaches to security,
realist approaches to security studies could not account for others’ insecurities
because they have not addressed how a state in the Global South has been constructed

in terms of considering its postcolonial histories and experiences.
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The scholar, who has initially pointed to this limitation, is Sankaran Krishna with his
study Postcolonial Insecurities India, Sri Lanka and the Question of Nationhood
(1999). In his study, Krishna has noted that it is “an entity called ‘India’ is coeval
with a discourse of Indian foreign policy as an important and constitutive moment in
the emergence of India itself” (Krishna, 1999: 15). According to Krishna, the political
elites in India has produced and reproduced the narratives of us/them,
domestic/foreign, self/other that is critical to create an identity of ‘India’ itself. This
identity creation of ‘India’ “empowers state elites in specific ways, how it positions
state above civil society, and how it makes certain practices, skills, and resources

indispensable and others marginal” (Krishna, 1999: 15).

There are two processes in ‘India’ identity construction according to Krishna. First,
there is the process of decolonization that resists Western hegemony in making
‘India’. However, Krishna argued, imaginaries of ‘India’ are “coincided with the
administrative boundaries of the British Indian empire” (Krishna, 1999: 7), while at
the same time, political elites in India try “to provide its unity by seeing the west as
the source of redemption without failing into imitation” (Krishna, 1999: 10) through
the processes of scientific development, economic planning and national citizenship.
Second, this process of nationalism in India created another form of repression and
hierarchy among ethnicities in the region, and the Indian union, because there is what
Krishna (1999: 15) has called,

(T)he imbrication of power and knowledge in a realist logic of statecraft: how

the certain spatialization of the world and of ‘us’ empowers the state elites in

specific ways, how its positions state above civil society, and how it makes
certain practices, skills and recourses indispensable, and others marginal.
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Through these two processes, Krishna showed that the content of ‘India’ was always
influenced by what was happening at the outside world, and in history. For this
reason, Krishna argued, “the very act of building a nation is intimately an act of

foreign policy”’(Krishna, 1999: 17) in India.

Itty Abraham’s ‘The Ambivalence of Nuclear Histories’ (2006) has also questioned
Indian’s security concerns, focusing on its decision for going nuclear. For Abraham,
explaining India’s nuclear dynamics with reference to realist strategic reasoning or
Area Studies’ answers on domestic ‘particularities’ have not accounted for why India
goes nuclear (develop national nuclear programs) in the first place. Realist approaches
to security have failed to do so, because these studies only focused on nuclear
proliferation and US anti-proliferation policies, and thus, a single techno-political

event, which is nuclear explosion.

The study on political and historical contexts within which national nuclear programs
are developed, according to Abraham, help us for understanding how decision to
develop nuclear programs (going nuclear) is taken by a state to signify a broader
project of technology development rather than defensive weapons. Studying the
political and historical contexts has allowed us to highlight multiple meanings of
nuclear practices. The last point, Abraham argued, is also necessary to reveal to “get
closer to understanding the desire for, likelihood of potential use of, and possibility of

international control of nuclear weapons” (Abraham, 2006: 51).

On the side of India, according to Abraham, there were simultaneous demands for

international control over nuclear weapons and domestic sovereignty over India’s
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nuclear development (right to go nuclear) (Abraham, 2006: 62). For Indian elite,
Abraham argued, the central political problem “was to create a new basis for Indian
nationalism, to project India’s strength, and to be taken seriously on the international
stage: to create political legitimacy for the postcolonial state” (Abraham, 2006:62).
Thus, according to Abraham, state power and legitimacy were expressed with the
techno-political artifacts (as expressions of a new form of secular reason, dedicated to

change) in India.

Another study, which has also focused on India’s nuclear history is Shamba Biswas’
article © “Nuclear Apartheid”: as a Political Position: Race as a Postcolonial
Resource?’ According to Biswas, realist approaches to security have privileged
external security threats to explain “foreign/security policy decision-making”. As with
Krishna’s analysis of India and its identity construction, Biswas has also stated that
the politics of Hindu nationalism had a certain effect on the Indian decision to
nuclearize. According to Biswas, Hindu nationalism was based on a particular racial
politics shaped by India’s colonial histories, as well as postcolonial concerns for

becoming a strong nation-state in its region.

The historical and political analyses of Hindu nationalism, according to Biswas, led
her to understand that there is no singular racism but historical racisms. In addition to
the construction of racialized Third World in nuclear proliferation discourses, Hindu
(Indian) nationalism discourses used the racialisations of religious and other
minorities. On the one hand, the nuclear-apartheid argument made the Indians
imagined themselves as a community of resistance against the racialized hierarchy

among nations. On the other hand, the position created another form of racialized
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hierarchy and made India oppressive and exclusionary. Thus, Biswas argued, analyses
of the politics of Hindu nationalism within its historical contexts, helped to
understand multiple insecurity concerns in India, not only the state but also social

groups in India.

All these three works (Biswas, 2006; Abraham, 2006; Krishna, 1999) have mainly
focused on security policies of Indian state to construct itself as a nation-state in
international politics. In his article, ‘Postcoloniality and the Production of
International Insecurity: The persistent puzzle of US-Indian relations’ (1999),
Himadeep Muppidi, has also looked at the case of India, and questioned security
concerns of the Indian state from its perspective. Muppidi looked at many accounts of
Indian foreign policy and argued that alternative social realities (such as the ones in
the Global South) do not exist within the framework of security in realist approaches.
According to Muppidi, narratives that structure many accounts of the Indian foreign

policy in international relations are mainly the US-centric ones.

The puzzle that Muppidi has sought to solve was that although India had cooperative
and conflictual relations with both of superpowers, it was only the US taken as the
threat to the Indian national security. Realist approaches to security, argued Muppidi,
have failed to understand “the self-understandings of the actors involved”, the author
had suggested a “interpretative reconceptualization of Indian security
understandings”(Muppidi, 1999: 123). Thus, for Muppidi, ‘security imaginary’ is a
field of social meanings and social power. It “provides an organized set of

interpretations for making sense of a complex international system”, and produces
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“social relations of power through the production of distinct social identities”

(Muppidi, 1999: 124).

According to Muppidi, postcoloniality was the structuring principle of the Indian
security imaginary in the sense that postcolonial meanings, identities and practices
were productive of the Indian state, the self-understandings associated with the Indian
nationalism. Muppidi questioned how each superpower represented itself and India,
and how the Indian self-understandings relate to those generated by other security
imaginaries (Muppidi, 1999: 131). His study has showed that in the US security
imaginary’s articulatory processes toward India, there was appeal to its democratic
identity as well as “an unequivocal hailing of India as a colonized subject” (Muppidi,
1999: 142). However, compared to the Soviet imaginary that “persistently privileged
the anticolonial moment as the moment of Indo-Soviet identity” (Muppidi, 1999:142).
Thus, for Muppidi, the US security imaginary never “privileged the postcolonial self
as the moment of identity between the two states” (Muppidi, 1999: 142). These
different articulatory processes generate security or insecurity in India according to
Muppidi. In particular, the disjuncture between US imaginaries and the ones of India
failed to generate a set of mutually shared social meanings and relations, thus
generated insecurity, since every interaction is an uncertain event whose social

reproduction could not be taken for granted (Muppidi, 1999:143).

To reiterate, postcolonial approaches to security criticize both statism and state-
centrism in realist approaches. These studies underline particular historical, social and
political conditions of postcolonial insecurities, and look at both historical and recent

dynamics that shape security practices of the state inside and outside.
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2.4.2. Third World Security Scholars Reproduce Security Studies’ Binaries of

Strong/Weak State

Postcolonial approaches questioned the identification of the state by Third World
security approaches. Accordingly, postcolonial approaches argue that Third World
security scholars have reproduced security studies’ binaries of strong and weak state

in world politics.

In their article, ‘Historicising Representations of “Failed States”: Beyond the Cold
War annexation of the Social Sciences’ (2002), Bilgin and Morton examined the rise
of various representations of the postcolonial states, ‘failed’, ‘weak’, ‘rogue’, ‘quasi’,
‘weak’ states across social sciences (in and beyond the context of the Cold War).
Bilgin and Morton have explored the relationship between knowledge production and
policy-making in making the ‘Third World’ through historicising these various

representations of the states in the Global South.

According to Bilgin and Morton, in security studies literature and IR, the
representations of “postcolonial states” as ‘failed’ ones “imply that these failure were
caused by intrinsic characteristics of these states, without reflecting upon their
colonial background and/or their peripheral position in global-economic structures”
(Bilgin & Morton, 2002: 66). These studies do not reflect these process, and they
argued that it is not only about exploring the material processes of this constitution,
but also its ideational processes in terms of questioning “why such representations
still prevail in the post-cold war era and what can be done to move beyond them in

our thinking and practice” (Bilgin & Morton, 2002: 68).
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This question led Bilgin and Morton to historicize the knowledge production, and
establishment of disciplines in social sciences. They note that the study of the Global
South organized in disciplines of anthropology as well as the Oriental studies during
the 19" and 20" century “was intellectually backing the Western domination of these
lands” (Bilgin & Morton, 2002: 58). In reference to Said’s seminal study of
‘Orientalism’, Bilgin and Morton argued that while the production of knowledge
about these lands “helped keep the distance and further reinforce inequalities between
two”, the knowledge production foreshadowed the international constitution of the

colonial lands, and later the ‘Third World’ as “inferior” (Bilgin & Morton, 2002: 58).

The international constitution of the ‘Third World’ gained momentum with the Cold
War. Bilgin and Morton underscored the emergence of Areas Studies programs and
the discourses of modernization and development by the mid 1950s in making the
“Third World’ (Bilgin & Morton, 2002:59). The unquestioned categories of ‘strong’
states became the landmark of the development and the process of democratization by
the 1980s and embedded in the representations of the states in the Global South, as
the ‘weak’ ones (although they were not all built on the Huntington formula of
societal control, such as, Buzan, 1983 and Thomas, 1987) (Bilgin & Morton, 2002:
65). Representations of these states as ‘failed’ ones reproduce the unequal structural
relationships between the Global North and the Global South (Bilgin & Morton, 2002:

69).

Mustapha Kamal Pasha with his article ‘Security as Hegemony’ (1996) has also

argued that Third World security scholars have also reproduced a particular

understanding of the state in their analyses. In the article, Pasha highlights the
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problematic nature of the category of civil society used in security studies, and argues
that the category (even used by Third World security scholars) fail to reflect on the

specific relationship between security and civil society in the Global South.

The problem Pasha underlines with this idea is that the assumptions underpinning the
possibility of civil society, in terms of its autonomous terrain from the state, is
problematic when thinking about the Global South. The author highlights that in the
Third World, “not only does the state cast a long shadow on civil society, but civil
society is itself is the site of reproduction of statist projects” (Pasha, 1996: 284), since
in the Global South the state constructs both the social world and the nature of civil
society. Therefore, in the Global South, civil society is also the site of security

dilemma, as the state is.

This has significant implications for studying security in the Global South according
to Pasha. First, the notion of security community is based on the features of the
Western security community. It is the political cohesion in terms of a stable civil
society and a mature state that its logic is rested on. Civil society has been conceived
as a realm from which authenticity could be recovered for more humane forms of

governance through overcoming the security dilemma.

Second, Third World security scholars also use this understanding of the political
space, though they could not escape from the security dilemma. These scholars offer a
solution to solve this dilemma, which is the expansion of “the concept of security to
address the specifity of the Third World security predicament”, and inclusion of other

concerns such as regime security (Pasha, 1996: 286-287). Thus, Pasha argued, Third
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World security scholars have proposed ensuring the political cohesion via the pursuit
of national security proposed as the pre-condition for solving the security dilemma in
the Global South. However, for Pasha, it is problematic because civil society cannot
escape from fetters of “national security”, due to mutually constitutive relationship
between state and civil society in the Global South, and Pasha (1996: 287-288)
argued,
(Dn the act of marking off the boundaries of international anarchy from
domestic community, national security domesticates civil society in its grand
design, imbricating the two spheres. In this mutually reinforcing interaction,
inscription of danger becomes a distinct motif of civil society and its agents:
the intended fortification of the state from outside condition the character of
civil society. But once implicated in the project of national security, civil
society becomes the sites of provisioning the necessary material and symbolic
resources.
Pasha gives the case of South Asia for illustrating this specific relationship between
state and civil society, and points to its implications for rearticulating the political
space in studying security in the Global South that is based on an understanding of a
political imaginary that includes not only the state but also civil society. Pasha, thus,
underscored that while the project of the nation-building is drive for homogenization
and silence difference (domestic order) from external anarchy, in the states in the
Global South, the site of security dilemma (in South Asia) “is not confined to the state

but is a generative feature of civil society itself”, since the civil society has never

experienced autonomy from the state (Pasha, 1996: 289).

In both cases of India and Pakistan, according to Pasha, the site of the political
imaginary is both state and civil society, and there is indivisibility of security and civil
society (Pasha, 1996: 292). Without rethinking about the site of political imaginary,

broadening security would lead to marginalization of alternative imaginations for
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Pasha. Thus, Pasha points to the mutually constitutive relationship between civil
society and security in the Global South and argues that broadening security would
lead to marginalization of alternative imaginations without rethinking about the site of

political imaginary as both civil society and the state in the Global South

To reiterate, postcolonial approaches criticize Third World security scholars’ use of
category of the state in their security analyses. Postcolonial approaches argue that
Third World security scholars also use binaries of strong/weak states not only because
of the impact of modernization theory but also their conflation of state and civil

society.

2.4.3. Concepts and Categories also used by Critical Approaches to Security Miss

Experiences and Understandings of World Politics in the Global South

According to postcolonial approaches, concepts and categories also used by critical
approaches to security have failed to account for experiences and understandings of
world politics in the Global South. It is because of the process of knowledge
production in IR and security studies and thus, postcolonial approaches have

problematized this process of knowledge production in IR.

Tarak Barkawi and Mark Laffey (2006) in their article ‘Postcolonial Moment in
Security Studies’ discussed process of knowledge production in security studies.
Barkawi and Laffey argued that security studies failed to account for the place and
role of ‘the Global South’ since it “derives its core categories and assumptions about

world politics from a particular understanding of European experience” (Barkawi &
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Laffey, 2006: 330). What Barkawi and Laffey focused on was the Euro-centric
character of security studies, and for them, it is the “Eurocentric historical
geographies” underpinning security studies “systematically understate and
misrepresent the role of what we now call the global South in security relations”
(Barkawi & Laffey, 2006: 330). As evidenced in the common narratives of world
history (such as, the Concert of Europe, origins of World War |, appeasement of Nazi
Germany), according to Barkawi and Laffey, these representations presuppose
particular historical periodisations and spatial assumptions in security studies, and
conceive Europe as separate (from the rest of the world) and central to the world

history (Barkawi & Laffey, 2006: 331).

For Barkawi and Laffey, Eurocentrism generates difficulties for the analysis of
security relations in two accounts. First, Barkawi and Laffey argued that security
studies shaped by Eurocentric historical geographies “provides few categories for
making sense of the historical experiences of the weak and the powerless” and these
experiences have been conceived by the categories derived from particular
understanding of European experience such as great power politics. Second, if
security studies address these experiences at all, according to Barkawi and Laffey,
they were conceived as marginal elements of world politics (Barkawi & Laffey, 2006:
332), either represented as deficiencies in world politics or threat to international

security.

According to Barkawi and Laffey, representation of states, societies and social groups

in the Global South as ‘inferior’ is broadly related to understanding of world politics

and security relations with the Eurocentric understanding of world politics. Barkawi
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and Laffey argued that through representation the Global North separate from other
parts of the world, insecurities experienced in the Global South are accounted as
disparate from the global power structures, and hierarchical relations in world politics.
For Barkawi and Laffey, critical approaches have also suffered from this limitation, as
these approaches have mostly conceive the Global North and the Global South
separate, thus overlooked their historical connections. While Barkawi and Laffey
focuses on an aspect of Eurocentrism shaping security studies, which is the
Eurocentric historical geographies as they called, thus, they have problematized that
critical approaches have also failed to account for others’ experiences of world

politics.

In his book, Politics of the Global (2004), Himadeep Muppidi questioned why we
failed to recognize other’s self-understandings and imaginaries of the global. In
reference to an author’s efforts to make sense of the lack of knowledge on brutal
killings of the African people under European colonization, Muppidi noted, “it was
not knowledge that was lacking as much as the appropriate imaginary within which
such knowledge would have made sense”(Muppidi, 2004: 2). In other words,
according to Muppidi, it was not the knowledge that was lacking (as silence of
Africa), but what is lacking “was knowing how to read that knowledge, knowing how
to go beyond the self in understanding the world”, and the lacking was global literacy
in Spivak’s words (Muppidi, 2004: 3). Muppidi underscored that the dominant
narratives of international relations are also provincial and “relatively illiterate in their

attempts to read the global” (Muppidi, 2004: 3).
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In showing the limitations of perspectives in international relations, namely, the
rationalist, constructivist and historical-materialist perspectives, Muppidi noted that
they have failed to explore the intersubjective and co-constitutive nature of the global
and are unable to explore different understandings of the global, or to inquire “if that
particular global was understood the same way across the world” (Muppidi, 2004: 4).
Muppidi in reference to Spivak, thus, argued that thinking globality is to think the
politics of thinking globality. The conventional thinking of globality, for Muppidi, is
mainly operating through the categories and frameworks drawn by the provincial
experience of Europe and its modernity. Muppidi added that globality we experience
do not allow us to articulate a pure non-European positions from which to engage
with this enterprise, but requires to acknowledge a framework within which Europe is

both inadequate and indispensable (Muppidi, 2004:19).

Here, Muppidi mainly criticizes the narratives of international relations which fail to
conceive the nation-state as a global political space that impede us to understand what
forms of globality historically connect and separate us. When mutual connections
could not be hidden, then narratives of international relations only conceived them as
source of instability rather than the nature of globality according to Muppidi. It is the
form of transnational illiteracy “about the multiple connections that already exist,
about the globalities that link Self and Other” (Muppidi, 2004: 76). Thereby, Muppidi
argued, the narratives of international relations have been reflections of
reconfiguration of early globalities and politically neglected “an understanding of
ourselves as the products of overlapping territories and intertwined histories”
(Muppidi, 2004: 76). It is the specific production of the global which empowers a

particular politics in international relations (Muppidi, 2004: 77). The process is
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always embedded rearticulation of language of prevailing globality in politically

creative ways, and Muppidi gave an illustration of them.

The illustration is based on ‘Western’ reactions against the spread of ILOVEYOU
computer virus initiated by a Filipino student. From colonial social imagination of the
global, according to Muppidi, the non-Western actor’s action is Seen as a crime and a
source of insecurity to global integration and harmony. Muppidi argued that while it
is defined as a threat under colonial global imaginary, many Filipinos people were
celebrating the computer virus. The author said that taking into account the Other
with its historical and geographical differences, would lead to see the virus as an act
in terms of the Filipinos’ securing a job in the global IT market for its fellows as well
(Muppidi, 2004: 86-87). However, ignorance of the Other under colonial global
imaginary ironically cause to specify productive and transformative agency of “non-
West” as reaction against the globality and the threat to ‘global’” economy Muppidi
argued. Muppidi, thus, showed multiple social imaginaries as products of overlapping
geographies and intertwined histories, which in turn condition actions in world
politics. However, for Muppidi, even critical security approaches have overlooked
these social imaginaries because they also use a particular understanding of the global
in their studies that separate the Global North from the Global South.

Postcolonial approaches, thus, focused on the international used by critical
approaches to security, and argued that these critical approaches have also missed
experiences of world politics in the Global South, and their role in shaping world
politics. Vivienne Jabri (2013), in her study, The Postcolonial Subject: Claiming
Politics/Governing Others in Late Modernity (2013) has argued that most of works in

critical approaches have not considered the role of the Global South in shaping of the
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international, “but rather, as the recipients of its rules and normative structures”(Jabri,
2013: 9). In her book, Jabri has showed that the conceptions of the international
developed in the Middle East have been shaped by the resistance of states in the
Middle East to violence that the international states system had imposed on them for
centuries. Thus, the Arab Spring indicates not only the resistance of the people to
despotic regimes in the Middle East, but also to their place and role in world politics,

as the people in the region claims for the political in world politics Jabri argued.

To reiterate, for postcolonial approaches, not only realist approaches but also critical
approaches have suffered from some limitations of theorizing in IR. Therefore, for
them, concepts and categories also used by critical approaches have failed to account
for experiences of world politics in the Global South, as well as the role of actors in

the Global South for shaping world politics.

2.5. Conclusion

The chapter has looked at the literature on the study of security in the Global South
going through realist, Third World security, critical security, and postcolonial
approaches in four sections. In their critiques of security studies, postcolonial
approaches to security have highlighted three points. First, according to
postcolonial approaches to security, realist approaches to security did not account
for insecurities experienced in the Global South because state-centrism and statism
in their analyses prevent them from understanding the relationship between security
and politics in the Global South. Second, postcolonial approaches have also showed
that Third World security scholars also could not go beyond binaries between weak

and strong state. Rather, their analyses of security in the Third World use the same
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categories with realist approaches to security studies. Third, for postcolonial
approaches, even critical approaches have failed to account for experiences of

world politics in the Global South, and its role in shaping world politics.

These three points of critiques raised by postcolonial approaches is related to
conceptions of modernity that has shaped approaches in security studies. This
overview, thus, has pointed to the avenues for the necessity of understanding the
relationship between modernity and studying security in the Global South. More
specifically, this chapter has highlighted a point that needs further study in relation to
understanding the limitations of security studies, which is: how a particular
conception of modernity has shaped studying security in the Global South? This

question is the focus of the dissertation.
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CHAPTER 3

UNPACKING CONCEPTIONS OF MODERNITY IN IR

The chapter identifies three key dimensions of modernity in IR. These are time,
ontology, and sociality of world politics. | identify them because | need to show how
different IR theories operate with different conceptions of modernity. They vary
across these three dimensions. Before introducing these three dimensions in detail, |
discuss the two ways through which conceptions of modernity have been
problematized in the field of IR so far. In line with these important works, | argue that
we could develop these three dimensions of modernity anew with the help of

postcolonial insights to world politics and IR.

The aim of the chapter is to show particular understandings of time, ontology and
sociality of world politics underlying IR theories. With these insights, the dissertation
is able to show that a particular conception of modernity shapes the study of security
thereby revealing the horizons of security studies. The chapter is structured in four
sections. The first section identifies three dimensions of modernity in IR. The
following three sections discuss them in greater detail, focusing on particular

understandings of time, ontology, and sociality of world politics in IR theories.
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3.1. Identification of Three Dimensions of Modernity

The section identifies three dimensions of modernity drawing on the literature on
postcolonial approaches to historical sociology in IR (Halperin, 2006). For this
literature, there is nothing neutral and natural about identifying something as
‘modern’ in the social sciences, because ‘modern’ is associated with particular social

and political forms leaving others outside ‘modernity’.

The first way through which ‘modernity’ has been problematized in IR investigates
how this particular conception of modernity has naturalized, through identification of
what it implies to be modern in theories about world politics, the centrality of Europe
and its agency in understandings of world politics in IR (Halperin, 2006). For
Halperin, concepts and “theories about the structures, processes, and events that
define and recur within the international realm” are based to a large extent on the
myths concerning modernity (Halperin, 2006: 43; also see Seth, 2013). One of these
is ‘the rise of Europe’. Halperin notes that “the term ‘European Revolutions’ was used
to describe processes of change that were not really European, sudden or explosive or
really discontinuous with the past” (Halperin, 2006: 50). In IR theories, thus,
Europe’s representation accompanies a particular conception of being focused on
whole nations and societies rather than networks and processes that are intermingled
with past and present, the Global South and the Global North. Yet, for Halperin,
critical approaches to IR have not addressed how Europe’s representation of itself,
which the definition of the modern world system rests on, is entangled with particular
understandings of history and ontology of world politics. Therefore, they conceive not

only past and present but also the Global North and the Global South as separate.
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The second way ‘modernity’ has been problematized in IR underlines the role of the
particular conception of modernity in the development of IR as discipline (Walker,
1993). The particularity of this conception of modernity, according to Walker, rooted
in notions of state sovereignty drawn from a particular narrative of European history
(Walker, 1993: 42). Walker demonstrates the ways in which this specific reading of
European history has shaped the development of IR theories. For Walker, accounts of
historicized modern world politics have also limited themselves not only by
perpetuating the very same conception of modernity, thereby, failing to problematize
the particularity of this conception of modernity (Chamon & Lage, 2015: 62). For
Walker, critical approaches to IR do not reflect upon how modernity is entangled with
particular understandings of political life and world politics based on a particular

notion of state sovereignty.

For these two ways of problematization of a particular conception of modernity in IR
literature, two dimensions, which are time and ontology of world politics, have central
place. The third dimension, that I also add, is sociality of world politics, has been
discussed by some scholars with postcolonial insights to world politics (Barkawi &
Stanski, 2012; Jabri, 2013; Bilgin, 2017). For these insights, it is through
understandings of sociality of world politics, which came prior to thicker (the global)
histories and connections between ‘European’ and ‘non-European’ experiences
(Barkawi, 2006) that others’ role in shaping world politics has been overlooked.
These understandings of sociality of world politics, rather, naturalize social and
political forms of modern world politics—its practices, ideas, institutions originated
in ‘Europe’ (Bilgin, 2017) but not historical connections between the Global North

and the Global South. Indeed, as Bilgin notes, “even notions that are developed in and
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through colonial encounters are portrayed as having developed autonomously without

input by others- be it in the form of contribution or contestation” (Bilgin, 2017: 179).

IR literature has not yet discussed how all these three work together to shape
understandings of the relationship between the Global North and the Global South in
IR. Following three sections address understandings of time, ontology, and sociality
of world politics. In this way, these three sections will show which/what
understandings of time, ontology and sociality of world politics have shaped IR

theories.

3.2. Time of World Politics

What is meant by time of world politics is IR theory’s understanding of when world
politics takes place. IR as a discipline is built on mainly spatial metaphors rather than
temporal ones, and approaches to international politics mainly adopt synchronic rather
than diachronic accounts. The claim here is not to suggest that IR is lacking in a
diachronic analysis. Especially at the end of the Cold War, in the debates about
history in IR, the relevance of history to IR was questioned (see Bell 2001; Smith,
1999; Lawson, 2010), while some also problematize the concept of history (Vaughan-
Williams, 2005; Walker, 1989). A few scholars study the relevance of time to
International Relations (Walker, 1989; 1993, Hutchings, 2007; 2008, Lundborg, 2012;
Hom, Mcintoch, McKay & Stockdale, 2016; Agathangelou & Killian, 2016). Among
these, looking at Walker (1993) and Hutchings (2008) is helpful for understanding

‘time of world politics’.
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In his book, Inside/Outside, Walker (1993) focuses on understanding temporality of
the political life in IR. Walker particularly reveals the particular conception of
political temporality that shaped the development of IR as a modern discipline. He
compares this conception with Machievalli’s understanding of political temporality as
‘politics in time’. According to Walker, in Machiavelli, the notion of political
temporality as “politics in time’ depends on a conception of time, which is the cyclical
view of time against the Christian medieval view of time. With the rise of historicism
and change in the conception of time, Walker argues, ‘politics in time’ was abolished
in favor of “politics in space’, i.e. the modern state (Walker, 1993: 42). Consequently,

politics was limited within the borders of the state.

Another prominent IR scholar, Kimberly Hutchings (2008), different from Walker,
offers a reading of the traditions of thought that shape certain understandings of time
on contemporary thoughts on world (or international) politics. According to
Hutchings, theories of world politics draw assumptions of time from certain
philosophical accounts of political time in Western political thought. All these
accounts is based on a pre-dominant conception of ‘political time’, which is “unitary,
and in contrast to natural and sacred time, is constructed through the control and

direction of other forms of temporality” (Hutchings, 2008: 4).

This pre-dominant conception of political time, according to Hutchings, is the result
of changes in the conception of time with the scientific revolution as well as the rise
of historicism, which gave rise to a modern conception of world-political time. That

was related to new assumptions about the relationship between politics and time. For
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Hutchings, in Western political thought, two prominent historical junctures shaped

contemporary conceptions of political time.

First, the idea of Enlightenment and its central claim that “the political present is
somehow qualitatively demarcated from the past” brought new ways of thinking
about the relation between time and politics in terms of “the detachment of human
from natural temporality” (Hutchings, 2008: 35). Second, “the identification of time
as a problem for the analysis and judgment of politics is at the heart of the temporal
distinction between modernity and postmodernity” (Hutchings, 2008: 15). Originating
from Lytord’s Postmodern Condition, the postmodern thought challenges the idea that
a singular clock time of modernity applies to the world according to Hutchings. Since
in the postmodern condition, we are now living in a world of plural temporalities, “the
stable context for clock time to coordinate and unify social life has disappeared”

(Hutchings, 2008: 19).

As with Walker (see above), the aim of Hutchings’s study is to analyze how inter-
subjective conceptions of time as well as conceptions of political time influence our
thoughts about contemporary world politics, our analysis and judgment about what is
happening and what will happen in world politics. In this section, | focus on time of
world politics and not just time. For considering this, | use postcolonial IR literature
and its insights to question understanding time of world politics in IR. Postcolonial
literature notes that the present is not separate from the past. While poststructuralist
insights to time focus on the separation of the present from the past as a totalizing
image of modernity, for postcolonial insights this separation is rooted in a colonial

image of world politics, which should be problematized in order to reveal colonial
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violence. Thus, for postcolonial insights, the present is always “defined primarily in

relation to colonised and subjugated pasts”(Hutchings, 2008: 166).

The one way of looking at this distinction, according to Chakrabarty (2000), is to
underline the ways in which the distinction between past and present has been
naturalized through reading modernity in singular terms (rather than hetero-
temporality), which locates Europe as separate from its imperial, and racial history. It
locates Europe in the present (absent its imperial histories). Chakrabarty’s reading of
modernity is different from Hutchings. For Hutchings (2008: 166),
The challenge of thinking the present of world politics is the challenge of
thinking heterotemporality, ultimately neither one present nor many presents
but a mutual contamination of ‘nows’ that participate in a variety of temporal
trajectories, and which do not derive their significance from one meta-
narrative about how they all fit together.
According to Hutchings, critical IR theories and their assumptions about time and
temporality of world politics are inadequate because “whether critical or not of
western modernity, they are profoundly blinkered by their attachment to the idea that
we can use western modernity as the key to make sense of the past, present and future

of world as such” (Hutchings, 2008: 160). For the author, thus, it is not only about

western modernity, but its reading as the single (meta)-narrative of world politics.

As in Chakrabarty’s account (2000), what is represented as problematic here is
reading time of world politics in singular terms rather than single terms. With insights
of the literature on the connected histories (Said, 1985; Buck-Morss, 2009), thus, |
focus on problematizing of locating ‘origins’ in world politics. Since understandings
of time of world politics in singular terms read narratives of world politics through

‘origins’ rather than ‘beginnings’, they prevent us from seeing historical connections
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between the Global North and the Global South. It is historical connections of i